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REMARKS 



' ObiectiQns to Clairiis 20-26, 55-61. and 76-77 

1 • : I 

■> • ! I 

The |>atent Office allowed claims 20-26, 55-61, and 76-77 if rewritten in 
independent' fonn. N|?w claim 96 has be^ added which is claim 20 in independent form 
and thus is ^lllowable. New claim 97 has ^gqu added wliich is claim 55 in indeper3.dent 

form and thiiis is allowable. New claim 98 has been added which is claim76 in 

* i 

independent^ fbrai and this is allowable- New claim 99 has been added which is claim 77 
in independkit form and thus is allowable. 

I I I- 

; Obiection to Claims 27 and 28 

<: I ~ 

The Patent Office objected to claitns 27 and 28. The applicant has amended 

n r . . . 

claims 27, 2B, and 29 to correct a typogr^hical error in that the ^'product mdicatton 

£ I' . 

signal" is generated riither than the ''product indicator." This amendment is not being 
made for reasons of patentability. \ . 

\ ' Rejection of ClaimliBO Under 35 U.S.C. S 1 12 

The Patent Office rejected claim 30 as being indefinite under 35 U-S.C. § 112. 
The applicant has aro[?nded claim 30 to claim the detection of the laser beam signal being 
attenuated riither that j a lower power ratjnjg. than normal. Detecting a laser beam signal 
being attenuated is a broader limitation than detecting a lower power rating than nonnal 
since an att^uation riiay be caused by other phenomenon rather than just a lower power 
rating, such jas by an obstacle in the laser beam path, such as a lens ftnr example, or other 

i ! l\' 

malfuDCtioi^ The rejection of claim 30 is jhow moot. 



Rejection k Claims L 6. 10. 27. 32. 37. 



j! 

41, 64 65 Under 35 U.S,C. S 1020)) -Fossev 



The l^atent Office rejected claims I, 6, 10, 27, 32, 41, 64, and 65 under 35 U-S.C. 
§ 102(b) as |>eing anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,361,268 to Fossey et al. ('Tosse/')- In 

i ' [*' ■ 

order or an ^ticipaticin rejection to be prcjper, the single reference used as the basis for 
the rejectioiimust disLlose each and every 'limitation of the rejected claims. Fossey does 
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not disclose^ either expressly or iiihereiitl:;t; a product detector that detects a product as it 
passes in frdnt of the laser beam, and doeslnot determine if the laser was emitted in 
proper relat^n to the J)roduct detection sigpal generated by the product detector 
required by the rejected claims. Thereforfei this rejection in view of Fossey is improper. 

As claimed injthe rejected claims J it is deteraiined if the laser was emitted in 
proper relatSon to the ||>roduct indication signal generated by a product detector. The 
specification of the present invention deffiaes "in proper relation to" as a "correlation 
between a dkected product 10 and the emission of laser beam 18," (Specification, p- 8, f 

37). . I ;: 

Fossey is a sysitem fliat emits electromagnetic radiation at two different^ widely 

'i ■ \ I 

separated w^ivelengths for different fimctionahty, and the invention focuses on a method 

!' i i:' 

of quickly switching between these two different wavelengths and monitoring and 

• ^ -i* 

matching th? power of the radiation as nefefded to produce a beam of the required power 
Strength (B^kground» coL I, lines 18-25 and col. 2. lines 13-16 and 40-60). The Patent 
Office poin^ to Figures 10 and 1 1 as its basis for tfie rejection. Figure 10 in Fossey 
discloses a feser beam detector (207) thatj;'4etects a reflected beam (208) and then 

communicates this detected beam to the sikcond stage (204) via a communication signal 

I r 

9209). Figi^e 1 1 sholws this same configitration. Also, at column 4, lines 33-44, Fossey 

' 1: ii. 

discusses a ^ect detector for detecting tlie condition of a target (product) xmder 

< i' ■ i' ' 

illuminatioiiiby the ontput beam and/or sensing the power of the beam. 

»' I ■ I'l 

• I Li, 

Howfever, notlung in Fossey, incliiaing the configurations in Figures 10 and 1 1, 
discloses, ejiplicitly o^ impliedly, a produj;?! detector that detects the product as it passes in 
front of the laser beana and notfaing i$ disclosed in Fossey that determmes if the laser was 
canitted in proper relation to the product dfetection.signal generated by the product 
detector. Tllerefore, tliis rejection is impniper and must be withdrawn. 



; 
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Under 35 U.S.C. S 103 - Fossey & Liska 



The l^atent OMce rejected claims 



and 62-65 x4ider35 U-S.C § 103 overF 

Liska("Lisl*:a")- I 

The %ipp1icant|has already addressi 



20 



28-29. 31^32. 44. 46-50. 52-54, 62-65 



J, 13, 15-19,; 



. 28-29, 31-32, 44, 46-50, 52-54, 
ey in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,629,484 to 

the deficiencies in Fossey above. Further, the 



applicant ha^ amended each of the indepc hdent regected claims^ by amendment of 
independentxlaims IL, 32, 64, and 65, to £ dd that a customer interface be additionally, 
provided that accepts |as input the laser b|am detection signal, the product indication 
signal, and/^r the eircir output signal, Siipport for this amendment is found in paragraphs 
17, 18, 57, ^d 58 of [She Specification, A!l"customer interfece" can be any type of 'display, 
such as a cithode Ray Tube (CRT) or Li quid Crystal Display (LCD), visual and/or audio 

alarm, or other visual and/or audio device to indicate the presence of error output signal 

r • i 

(Specification, p. 15, f 55). Claims 15 ai^d 46 have been cancelled without prejudice 



since their Imitation 



is present in claims 



rejections cAnnot stand. Also, new claiml 



and 32 respecitvely, as amended. Neither 



Fossey nor tiska teach or suggest a "custpmer interface" and therefore these claims 



78-95 have been added as dependent claims off 



of independ,bnt claims 1 and 32 and are also thus allowable. 
E i I 

Furt|ier, neither Fossey nor Liska jteach or suggest a counter being a flip-flop as 

claimed in Original clmns 18, 19, 53, and^ 54, or the product indication signal being 

comprised df a signalindicative of the movement speed of a product as claimed in 



.the 



original clailns 28 anji 29, Therefore, 
this reason. ;New claims 100 and 101 are 
29, and thu^ are allowable. 



: Injection of these claims is also improper for 
original claims 28 (in independent form) and 



Reiectjjon of Claims 2-5. 1 1-12, 33-36, 42-43, 66-75 Under 35 U.S.C. 6 103 - 



Fossey. iMca, & Sanderson 



The Patent Office rejected claimsl 

it , 

U.S.C. § 10? over Fpssey in viewof Lisli 



C'Sanderso4"). The applicant has already ' addressed the deficiencies in Fossey above. As 
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discussed al|ove, the applicant has amen^ ed each of the rejected claims, by amendment of 
independeni claims l'^ 32, and 65, to pro^^de a "customer interface" that accepts as input 
the laser beW detection signal, the product indication signal, and/or the error output 
signal, Neilher Fossey, Liska, nor Sandeirlson teach or suggest this limitation and 
therefore thfese claim; rejections cannot stLid. It is not necessary for the applicant to 
address the ^tent Office's other positions relating to Sanderson, but ^hcant reserves 
the right to ^o so in the future if requirefl' 



Rejection 



. ->f maims 6-9. 14. 17-40. 45. 51 TTnder %S TLS.C. S 103 - 




Fossey, liska, & Wantanabe 

The^Patent Of^ce rejected claiml6-9, 14,-37-40, 45, and 51 under 35 U.S.C. § 
103 over pJssey in vf:ew of ^ska and u|. Patent;No. 5,520,062 CWantanabe"). The 

y ! addressed the deficiencies in Fossey above. As discussed above, the 
applicant his amended each of the rejectfed claims, by amendment of independent claims 
1 and 32, td require t hat a "customer int|rface" that accepts as input the laser beam 
detection s^l, the product indication |gnal, and/or the error output signal. Neither 
Fossey, li^a, nor Wantanabe teach or slggest this hmitation and therefore these claim 
rejections <innot staiid. It is not necessary for the ^licant to address the Patent 
Office's otier positions relating to Want inabe, but applicant reserves the right to do so in 
the future if required! 
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